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SMART Overview
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SMARTs a Better Way to Charge for Waste

PublicService| Measuring Devic:| Pay for What You Use

Electricity

Tax or Flat Fee

Those who use less subsidi
those who use more.
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SMART (Save Money and Reduce Trash)

Two primary ways to achieve a SMART (unit based) rate structure.

VariableRate  Residents choose from among different sizes of
Carts (VRCs) carts, paying more for larger carts

Residents dispose ofaste in officiamunicipalbags
Bagswithin (the priceof which helps pay for trash service)
Carts Bagscan be used witimanual or cartbased
collection systems.

Q/ K NBAY3 NBAARSYydGa &LISNI
SMART programs
are designed to

reduce waste and = et NEZARAY3I NBEOBOfAYy3dI aF2NJ

save money by

a Incentivizing residents to reduce waste

Note: VRC pounds per capita data comes frofasteZeranalysis of a range of VRC programs across the US. These programs were highly variable in the waste reduction thetowere able
deliver. The ba@pased data is for the state of MA, and comes fl@ommonWealttMagazine, Jan. 13, 20TEheresults of these programs are highly consistent and predictable.
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Important Benchmark: PeCapita Disposal

FOI’ maximum accuracﬂ, nnua| ﬁesﬁentlad EeEaplta UU&S’[G BISDOS% tI :e Best way

benchmarkthe amount of waste disposed after recyclables and other materials are

diverted from the waste stream.

POUNDS OF TRASH PER CAPITA (2012)
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' . Gloucester: 482
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Cohasset- 449
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Springfield: 769
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Residents arrange for trash disposal individually New Bedford: go8 e ‘ '

- S ) ~-i

Source: Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection

Source: Seriously, Is This the Best We Can Dofymonwealth Magazin&Vinter 2015

A EPA SMART BET
uses per capita
disposal.

A Zero Waste
Europe uses per
capita disposal.

A 432 Ibs. per capita
is the MA average
for PAYT
communities.

Using recycling rateasa benchmark can create a false sense of accomplishment.
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PortlandMaine ranked#1, disposing of less waste per person
and moving closer to Zero Waste than peer communities.
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Results MSW Reduction of 44% on Average

DARTMOUTH, MASS., SOLID WASTE VOLUME, FY2006 - FY2013
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SMART¢ Decreases Overall Generati@?20+%

{al w¢ Qa LINA O S sodrde FeductiorardIm®vesdr@t&ials into all other programs,
increases donations and home composting.

Duxbury MA before
Duxbury MA after
Marshfield MA before
Marshfield MA after
Malden MA before
Malden MA after
Natick MA before
Natick MA after
Raymond NH before
Raymond NH after

m Waste m Commodity Recycling
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Used Nationally and Internationally

In the USSMARTs mandatory in WA, OR, MN, and VT. Most CA municipalities also BMART
type programs. ltis alsosuccessful throughout Europe and Asia.

Massachusetts: Zurich, Switzerland: Seoul, SouttKorea:
A 43%of municipalities use SAYTA Over50% Diversion Dropped Waste

A Average waste is 50% below 42%
the national average in those
cities & towns

Kyoto, Japan:
A Waste dropped 40%

DN AIGTIE
ROWWASTIES

Connecticut: E UROPE Taipei, Taiwan:
A CT DEEP is intensely studying A A Recyclingate is > 506
and promoting SMART A ZeroWaste dzNP 159S Q & i e O
Category Municipalities must
useSMART
Hong Kong:
A Beginning an SMART programA Low percapita disposal200
for residential & commercial 4001bs./year) withSMART in

trash in November 2019
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Current Situation
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Disposal /Capita

SMART Communities dispaseess residential MSW per capita than many other Conneatities
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Note: Figures are calculated using MSW tonnage data provided by the municiphétieselves
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Projected AnnuallonnageShiftwith Statewide SMART

Assuming that 2.8 million residents of Connecticut have residential trash service, we estimate that
statewide SMART program will have the following impacts:

MSW Generatiqn: Bl Residential Waste MSW Generatiqn:
State of Connecticut Bl Vutitamily aste State of Connecticut
ultifamily .

with SMART

(in millions of tons) Bl commercial Waste (in millions of tons)
. Recycling
41%
44%
9% 23%

New Recycling Detail

Original Recycling 817,800 tons 59%
. Diversion from SMART 574.884 tons  41%

Program

Total 1,392,684tons
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Estimated Waste Characterization Change WBMART?

With SMARTapproximately 40% of diverted materials will move into curbside recycling and 30% wi
move into backyard compost, home mulching, raanbside recycling, and reuse.

ProjectedSMART Wast€haracterization

60,000 .
| Diverted
Curbside R labl o R Materials
urbside Recyclables
50,000 2904 ‘ ’
RECYCLE
)
= 40,000 Compostable / SurseliE
% MUIZC;;ble Recyclables
= 0 T
— 30,000 :
S Other non-curbside .
= Recyclables s
< 20,000 15%
Not Currently / Widely of= O 0
Recyclable able Dside
10,000 35% Re le
0
Before SMART After SMART
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CT Residential Waste Make Up

Two types of communities: Subscription and feubscription.

Waste

m Municipal Collection = Subscription Hauler
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Estimated Annual Environmental Impact &tatewide SMART

Annual (01572 0[0[6)  Annual 9,019,000

Reduction Reduction

Metric Tons Million Units

“”o,.

S

/ AN
A Healthier environment for residents ﬂ A Increased energy security é

A Reducectarbon footprint A Reduced costs

A Less pollution A Reduced carbon footprint

Equivalent to: Equivalent to:
Removing

oo 212550

passenger vehicles from the road

Powering

80,220

residentialhomes

or or

Installing

1,119,100

rooftop solar panel arrays

Source: EPA Warm Model

Reducing gasoline consumption by

21,525,000

gallons
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How SMART would work
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SMART Is Easy f®esidents (not much has to change)

rash truck  Trash truck takes to
icks up incinerator to burn

| 19, /
‘ = Ep

RECYCLING
CENTER

Put recyclables JRecycling truck Truck drops at
in recycling cart center & city gets

paid

Buy bags at Put trash in Put trash in
same stores colored bags  container

“Spend a Little Save a Lot”
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How SMART Works: How the Bags Pay for Trash

The average home will spe 1lon bagtees annually.

SO\

$1.50per Bag $.80per Bag

Bag & Bag Distribution $0.31 Bag & Bag Distribution $0.21
Trashincineration+some Trashincineration+ some

operational costs $1.19 operational costs $0.59
Total $1.50 Total $0.80
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More Efficient Revenu&seneration
SMART can Fne|p New Britain cover solg waste costs whie aslzmg 1306 €SS 1T0M resiqents to tunc

the solid waste budget. N
7
. . . . T”/o~ B"ta,
Options for Meeting Financial Target t'ered T g, \
$4,000,000 fate .. My,
B General Fund mRevenue © Tip Fee Savings l' e
Cture
e V Lower burden
$3,000,000 ’ on taxpayers
V More fiscally
$2,000,000 $1.923,400 responsible
$3,540,032 V Less
$1,000,000 dependence on
property tax
$1,042,032
$0
Status Quo With SMART
Solid Waste
Budget $3,540,032 $2,965,432 Source: New Britain 2015 Budget

Produced byWasteZergInc. for the CT Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 19



If New Britain Saves Money Residents Save Money

Comparison of Projected Tip Fee CostSurrent vsSMART

$25,000,000

$20,000,000

SMART SAV
$11 Million

$10,000,000

$5,000,000

Current Program SMART

! New Britain andVasteZer@nalysis. Projection assumes a one time tip fee price increase of $100/ton in 2022; an annual increaszeoof

Proﬂ.‘é?%diHW?B%‘W%S%@B%ﬁﬂ%&ﬁﬂﬂﬁtﬁﬁft?%ﬁﬁetrﬁé{twngmﬂm%@t?gﬁﬁﬁfﬁ%“(?anstant. Source: New Bh¥aisterero



Environmental Impact o6EMART

Tons per Year

m Garbage
30,000 -

® Recycling

25,000 - B

20,000 -
15,000 -
10,000 -
5,000 +
Ps ®
®

O I I I I I I |
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
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A SMART
program
could
Increase
recycling by
89% and
decrease
waste by
44%
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Environmental Impact of SMART

So IVe 8 g
UrceR r,tain—
educ tioncr E’(a,hp/
: . . q e
Projected Waste Stream Shift with SMART "d/\’ecy )
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16%
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)
> 20,000
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>
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0
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SMART Project Status

Interest Level Status

Highest Level DPW / Serious Internal Multiple Public

Official Other Discussion Meetings Current Position

Year Municipality

3 Branford Strong Strong Yes Planning Applied for Grant A 0

3 Ledyard Strong Medium Yes Planning Starting Process 79% Strong Support
3 Montville Strong Strong Yes Yes Starting Process from Town

3 | Old Saybrook Strong Strong Yes Planning Starting Process Manager/ Mayor

2 TStarnfcird zrong ::rong ies Pla\l;ming ﬁpp:y?ng ;or gran: A 83% strong Support
3 orrington rong rong es es pplying for Gran .

3 | East Haddam Strong Strong Yes Planning Evaluating from Public Works
1 | Farmington Strong Strong Yes Council Turnover A 75% strong support
3 | Harwinton Strong Strong Yes Planning Evaluating from both Town

3 | Middletown Strong Strong Yes Planning Evaluating Manager/ Mayor

2 | New London Strong Strong Yes Yes Back to Committee to Stud and DPW

2 | North Haven Strong Strong Yes Evaluating

2 Plainville Strong Strong Yes Planning Evaluating A 42% have had or

1 | West Hartford Strong Strong Yes Yes Looking for Resident Suppo plan to have puinC
1 Bridgeport Strong Strong Yes Mayor Turnover meetings

2 Enfield Low Strong TownTurnover

2 | Groton (City) Strong Strong Mayor Turnover A 6 more

2 Hartford Medium | Strong Mayor Running for Gov communities will

2 | Manchester Strong Strong Yes DPW Turnover likely also start

2 | Meriden Strong Low public discussion

1 Milford Low Strong Yes

1 | New Britain Strong Strong Yes Yes Mayor running for LT Gov.

2 Shelton Medium Low

3 Waterbury | Low Medium _ ,
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Anticipated Objections
(specifically from Social Media)

Produced byWasteZergInc. for the CT Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
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Anticipated Objections

There must be a better way. We should study this
more thoroughly and try other solutions first.

The State of Connecticut as well as other states
cities around the country have worked for
decades to find programs that increase recycling.
SMART is the single most effective way to reduce
trash while also saving money.

Produced byWasteZergInc. for the CT Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
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Waste Reduction Program Comparison

ase

2500 -

500 - 10% 2%  29% 21% 50% Waste Decrease

_ _ 3% | 8% 16% 19% 44%
-1500 1 Curbside Recycling Increase

Education
~3500 Overflow Program (64)
Overflow Program 32
-5500 SMART Carts
SMART Bags
-7500 -

Its important to compare apples to apples when evaluating recycling programs

SMART Cart program model Mansfield, CT Bis3per capita, SMART Bag model Massachusetts average reduction of 44%
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West Hartford Switch from Bweekly to Weekly Recycling

I
If we recycle weekly we will not have to do this stupid program. We @imave enough opportunity to recycle but

if we had more we would do it.

12000
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2000

Year to date compariso
2016 201

red to SMART

®E MSW m Recycling
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All other efforts
are like wildling a
wood with a
plastic knife. The
tool is a SMART
rate structure.



SMART: Big Impact

Westport banned plastic bags about 10 years ago. Banning plastic bags is also a difficult political lift. Although t
ban was important for multiple reasons, if you look at waste reduction alone, the diversions pales in comparison
to a policy

10 Year Estimated Plastic Bag
Ban Results

390 tons
$27,300

10 Year Estimated SMART Results
80,000 tons

7 Million Dollars in avoided
disposal
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